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Abstract: The project described in this paper is an upcoming postdoctoral project with
the aim to explore the concepts of ‘making scholarship’ and ‘doctorateness’ in the
practice-based field of Art and design education. This paper will describe the field of
inquiry and elaborate on self-ethnography as a research approach. Self-ethnography
can be an alternative when a researcher aims to study a professional community to
which he or she is already a member. ‘Doctorateness’ is a central concept in organised
research education, and even though the term has its origins in the discipline-based
fields of research, the concept is of great importance to practice-related disciplines as
well, such as the making disciplines. In 1976, the master program in Art and design
education was established at two pedagogical institutions in Norway. The
development of the master program shows how a practice-based field has acted with
the intention to meet with the academic world, while at the same time, maintaining
the field-specific character. Today we can see that there are some similarities between
the situation in 1976 and the challenges addressed at the doctoral level. The project
presented is part of an on-going Scandinavian research project.
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Making scholarship

Introduction
The concept, ‘Making disciplines’, has been developed by Halina Dunin-Woyseth,
former leader of the doctoral program at the Oslo School of Architecture and Design in
Norway. The concept covers professions concerned with artefacts and the manmade
environment, such as architecture, urban design and object design (Dunin-Woyseth
1996; Dunin-Woyseth and Michl 2001; Dunin-Woyseth and Nielsen 2004).Relying on
Gilbert Ryles’(1945-46) distinction between knowing how and knowing that, DuninWoyseth and Jan Michl define the knowledge base of the making professions as
‘making knowledge’. To advance this knowledge base, Dunin-Woyseth and Michl stress
that it is important to develop the making professions as independent disciplines – a
‘Making discipline’. While the established academic disciplines maintain the field of
knowing that, the making professions need to achieve disciplinary viability so that they
can maintain the knowing how.
It has to comply with the demands of two worlds: in addition to the world of its
own professions, it has to abide by the rules of the academic world. While the main
criterion of viability in the former world is its relevance to the practice of the
professions, in the latter it is the ability to fulfil the criteria of science, the meeting
of which constitutes disciplinary knowledge (Dunin-Woyseth and Michl 2001, p. 2).
The making professions also include the field of Art and design education. In 1976, a
master program in Art and design education was established at two pedagogical
institutions in Norway. From the start and up until today, the program was intended to
combine creative practice and educational issues with regard to academic standards.
The program was developed without any parallels in the university system, and as a
consequence, without any established academic tradition to rely on (Norgesnettrådet
2001).
The project described in this paper is an upcoming postdoctoral project with the
aim to grasp the concepts of ‘making scholarship’ and ‘doctorateness’ in the practicebased field of Art and design education. Through this project, the question will be asked
whether the experiences from a more than 35-year-old master program can be
transformed and adjusted fruitfully to the doctoral level. The project described is part
of an on-going Scandinavian research project. The professors, Halina Dunin-Woyseth
and Fredrik Nilsson, have for several years been occupied with the concept of
‘doctorateness’ with regard to architecture and design. Recently, they included a
doctoral and a postdoctoral student in their research group (Dunin-Woyseth and
Nilsson 2012c). As the postdoctoral project is in an early phase, the intention of this
paper is to introduce the field of inquiry and self-ethnography as the research
approach.

Field of inquiry
Scholarly craftsmanship
In recent years, the relationship between professional practice and research has
been widely debated. An emerging interest for doctoral degrees within these fields has
resulted in broad discussions, both on the potentiality and the problems of practicebased doctoral education (Durling, Friedman, and Gutherson 2002). In 1993,
Christopher Frayling published a paper aiming to dispel some stereotypes concerning
research in art and design (Frayling 1993). Relying on Herbert Read (1943), he
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distinguishes between research into art and design, research through art and design
and research for art and design. At the end of his paper, he discusses what he refers to
as a fascinating dilemma concerning autobiography and personal development on one
side and communicable knowledge on the other (Frayling 1993). However Durling,
Friedman and Gutherson (2002) criticise Fraying, claiming that his definition of
research, at that time, was ambiguous. In 1997, Frayling, together with a working group
established by the UK Council for Graduate Education (UKCGE), published a report on
the quality of doctoral work in the practice-based fields (Frayling et al. 1997). In the
report, the term “doctorateness” appeared, and both ‘analytical breadth’ and ‘mastery
of depth’ were key phrases used to describe this concept (Frayling et al. 1997; DuninWoyseth and Nilsson 2012c). Since then, several have debated the term. Denicolo and
Park describe ‘doctorateness’ as “the quality that at least in principle all doctoral
awards (of all types and in all disciplines) should have in common and all doctoral
candidates should be able to demonstrate” (Denicolo and Park 2010, p. 1). The
definition of the term has its origins in the traditional academic disciplines. However, as
doctoral education is endorsed within the creative fields, there is a need to develop the
term to be a fruitful one for these fields as well.
Dunin-Woyseth and Nilsson have investigated the concept through doctoral courses
offered by them in Belgium, Norway and Sweden (Dunin-Woyseth and Nilsson 2012a).
In 2011, they explored the concept, along with a group of international doctoral
candidates, by studying recently published Scandinavian doctoral theses in architecture
and design. Dunin-Woyseth and Nilsson hope to develop a more operative definition of
the concept for the fields of architecture, design and the arts (Dunin-Woyseth and
Nilsson 2012a, p. 48).

Art and design education in Norway
The master program in Art and design education is rooted in the Norwegian school
subject, Art and crafts, and consists of a general part and a special part. In the general
part, the students are introduced to three main areas: the pedagogical and educational
area, the scientific and methodological area and the creative and aesthetic area. The
general part introduces theories and practical exercises that are designed to prepare
the students for the special part of the program, which is their own master thesis. In
the thesis, the students explore their own creative practice and educational issues with
regard to academic standards. According to Ella Melbye (1988), the intention has been
to develop a research area of ‘making’ where the focus is on developing knowledge
‘through making’, and not theoretical knowledge ‘about making’.
The process of establishing the master program started early in the 1960s. At that
time, there was a debate on-going in Norway concerning teacher training education. A
central issue was in regard to traditional academic thinking offered at the universities
and the teacher training programs at the pedagogical institutions where the focus was
on professional understanding (Halvorsen 2002, p. 7). Today we can see a parallel to
the present debate concerning research into, through and for art and design. One
question being raised is whether or not the institutions offering teacher training
programs should be allowed to offer master programs, and in this case, a masterprogram in ‘forming’, or Art and design education. In 1973, a new law concerning
teacher training was passed making it possible for students to study for six years at
pedagogical institutions, thus including a master degree (Halvorsen 2002; Melbye
1988). Today, the need to develop knowledge ‘through making’ is just as important as
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it was in the 1960s and 1970s, but now also at the doctoral level. This type of inside
perspective cannot be maintained solely by the art academies or universities of certain
fields, such as art history, pedagogy or psychology (Nielsen 2004; Fauske 2010).
S TUDYING THE FIELD FROM AN INSIDE PERSPECTIVE
This researcher is a member of the Art and design education community. This
position makes it possible to study the concepts of ‘doctorateness’ and ‘making
scholarship’ from the inside, using this perspective as a catalyst for a deeper
understanding of the field of inquiry. Alvesson (2003) discusses self-ethnography as an
alternative approach when studying an organisation or community where the
researcher is already a member. According to Alvesson, it is not often that academics
study their own organisations, and to do so can be problematic. The researcher can be
too close to the situation being studied, and this can make it difficult to see the whole
picture. However, Alvesson stresses that personal involvement can be a resource as
well as a liability. In this project, self-ethnography has been chosen as a research
approach, because it seems to grasp some of the methodological issues in regard to the
project, such as closeness and closure.

Research approach
Self-ethnography
Ethnography is concerned with culture and the relationship between human
behaviour and culture. This includes the study of cultural patterns, how humans define
their reality and how they experience events. The natural setting for a culture is also a
characteristic area (Gall, Gall, and Borg 2003). According to Hammersley and
Atkinson(2007), what can be labelled as ethnography can vary. They identify the origin
of the term from 19th century western anthropology. At that time, a descriptive
account of a community or a culture was recognised as ethnography, and the culture
was usually located outside of the West (Hammersley and Atkinson 2007, p. 1). Today,
ethnographic research has evolved and can take place in more local environments, such
as a town, a school or a business office. Both Hammersley and Atkinson (2007) and
Alvesson (2003) stress that the opinion about what ethnography really is varies.
Alvesson defines ethnography as:
… studies involving a longer period of fieldwork in which the researcher tries to get
close to the community (organization, group) being studied, relies on their
accounts as well as on observations of a rich variety of naturally occurring events
(as well as on other material, e.g. documents or material artefacts) and has an
interest in cultural issues (meanings, symbols, ideas, assumptions) (Alvesson 2003,
p. 171).
Alvesson also stresses that an interest in cultural analysis and thick descriptions,
specifically careful accounts of social phenomena where meaning is expressed through
different layers, can in some cases be seen as important criteria in ethnography. When
describing thick descriptions, Alvesson refers to Geertz (1973). Very often
ethnographers use different types or sources of data. Hammersley and Atkinson
identify the following features when it comes to ethnographic work: research done in
the field, studying peoples’ actions and everyday life, participant observation and
informal conversations, and unstructured data collection that neither includes a fixed
and detailed research design at the onset nor uses observation schedules or
511
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questionnaires. Typical is the in-depth study, focusing on a few cases. By analysing the
data material, the interpretations concern meanings and functions in regard to human
actions and institutional practices (Hammersley and Atkinson 2007, p. 3).
When discussing ethnography, Alvesson draws attention to some difficulties with
this type of research and also with interview-based qualitative research. He claims that,
most of the time, these types of approaches tell us about what goes on ‘out there’. As
an alternative, Alvesson introduces self-ethnography. This type of work is both “a study
and a text in which the researcher-author describes a cultural setting to which s/he has
a ‘natural access’ as an active participant, more or less on equal terms with other
participants” (Alvesson 2003, p. 174). With an already established role in the
community, the researcher is not a professional stranger with a specific interest in
observing a specific setting.
FAMILIARITY AS THE EMPIRICAL STARTING POINT

Alvesson describes the researcher’s role when doing self-ethnography as an
observing participant, which is quite different from the traditional participant
observation. Alvesson also stresses that self-ethnography is not the same as autoethnography. While auto-ethnography is personalized, meaning that the researcher
tells the story concerning his or her own lived experiences, self-ethnography is
concerned with the researcher’s cultural context, but not the researcher’s personal
experiences. It is the work situation that provides the viewpoint, with the intention to
do a cultural analysis and not introspection. For some self-ethnographers, writing in a
confessional style can be an option, but for others the intention can be to observe and
document events that the researcher is not directly engaged in.
While conventional ethnography is basically a matter of the stranger entering a
setting and “breaking in”, trying to create knowledge through understanding the
natives from their point of view or their reading acts, words and material used,
self-ethnography is more of a struggle of “breaking out” from the taken for
grantedness of a particular framework and of creating knowledge through trying to
interpret the acts, words and material used by oneself and one’s fellow
organizational members from a certain distance. In the first case, we have the
researcher as a burglar, in the second as a run-away (Alvesson 2003, p. 176).
An important aspect when looking at one’s own workplace or professional
community as a research field is to consider what one already knows or knows a good
deal about, but perhaps is not conscious enough about. This can concern issues often
discussed at the workplace, but at the same time, issues not yet looked into from a
research point of view. As Alvesson suggests, when doing self-ethnography, familiarity
will be the empirical starting point. In the project described in this paper, the
researcher has used her own experiences and reflections when designing it. By being an
active participant in the Art and design education community for several years, the
researcher has experienced different settings and situations. These experiences and the
reflections resulting from these have been the starting point when trying to design a
strategy for a project concerning ‘making scholarship’ and ‘doctorateness’ in Art and
design education. Turning the professional community into a research field requires a
new pair of glasses, and the researcher must ‘breakout’ with the aim of creating some
distance from the ‘taken for granted’ attitudes and thoughts.
A self-ethnographic study can emerge from both a well-planned systematic data
collection or an emergent-spontaneous approach (Alvesson 2003, p. 181). The former
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most accurately describes this project. There is a plan for what to look for and the
situations to observe are chosen in advance. This is somewhat different from the latter
in which the researcher is waiting for something of interest to occur. Alvesson describes
the latter as a situation where the empirical material finds the researcher and not the
opposite (Alvesson 2003).

Research design
The project is divided into three steps, and each is intended to illuminate the
concepts of ‘making scholarship’ and ‘doctorateness’ within Art and design education.
The first step comprises both a historical and a contemporary part, and relies on a
literature review and the investigation of archived material. The intention is to shed
light on the process behind establishing the master program in Art and design
education in 1976, and to examine how the program has developed up to the present
day. The main aim is to study how the creative practice has been maintained as a part
of the program. Further, the process from 1976 to the present will be explored through
interviews. The informants will be chosen because of their position within the Art and
design education community, and their contribution to the development of the
program over an extended period of time.
The second step focuses on the evaluation concept of the master program in Art
and design education. The student’s final work is evaluated in regard to the creative
practice, the written thesis and an oral exam. At the exam, a central element of
concern is the student’s scholarly reasoning. The evaluation committee consists of an
external profession-based expert, an external scholar with a field-specific competency
and the student’s tutors. As part of this research project, the researcher will observe a
few exams as a starting point for unstructured interviews with some of the experienced
examiners. In the interviews, the focus will not be on the student’s specific work, but
on the examiners’ broader reflections addressing the concept of ‘making scholarship’.
The experts’ opinions and reflections will be supplemented by the results of an
assignment given to those master students attending their second year of study.
Through this assignment, the students will evaluate an existing master thesis and
discuss it in regard to scholarly craftsmanship. The researcher will act as an observing
participant when the students present their results of the evaluation.
The third step includes observation of doctoral students evaluating existing doctoral
theses from the area of architecture and design. Their written assignments will be
analysed and incorporated in the study. This approach is influenced by the work of
Dunin-Woyseth and Nilsson (2012a, 2012b, 2012c). The three steps form the
foundation for discussions on the topic studied.
The different situations being studied throughout this project have been carefully
chosen on the basis of the researcher’s knowledge of the field. As this researcher acts
within the Art and design education community on a daily basis, it has been possible,
over time, to see how these types of situations call on reflection among the
participants. By engaging in the chosen settings and by following up with interviews,
the researcher hopes to grasp some of what maybe taken for granted within the
community. Although the situations have been chosen in advance, this does not mean
that they are fixed and cannot be changed. It also does not imply that what to look for
has already been decided in advance. As part of this approach, the researcher will make
every effort to be open in regard to the different situations being observed and the
interviews.
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When designing the project, it has been important to look for those situations that
can contribute to the exploration of the field of inquiry. In this context, the researcher
chose to focus on a few specific areas, making it possible to study them in-depth.
Alvesson emphasises that it is important to “micro-anchor” the account. “This means
that specific acts, events, situations are in focus. A good account then involves actors,
acts (processes) and an institutional context” (Alvesson 2003, p. 182). He maintains that
it is preferable to explore the richness of a few or maybe just one situation, instead of
finding an average or to look for comparisons. By relying on self-ethnography, the
researcher endeavours to produce material that can inspire others and lead to more
theoretical interpretations.
C HALLENGES WHEN WORKING WITH SELF - ETHNOGRAPHY
There are several disadvantages when conducting this type of research project.
Alvesson even calls it “risky business”, and he lists several, such as taken for granted
assumptions, taboos, blind spots and the will to not upset colleagues (Alvesson 2003, p.
183). Alvesson describe self-ethnography as an approach where the researcher has to
address subjectivity and pre-understanding into a complex mix of both recourse and
blinder. ”The trick is to get away from frozen positions, irrespective if they are
grounded in personal experiences or shared frameworks” (Alvesson 2003, p. 184).
Within conventional ethnography, the researcher will experience situations and
settings that call for ‘breakdowns’; that is the meeting point between what is actually
going on and the researcher’s expectations. These ‘breakdowns’ help the researcher to
view the material in a new way, searching for an understanding. ”Breakdowns continue
to appear until the researcher ‘fully’– given what is to be investigated – understands
the culture under study”(Alvesson 2003, p. 185-186). In the study of a familiar setting,
there will not be that many ‘breakdowns’, but they are still necessary in order to find
the answers to the questions raised in the project. The researcher has to turn the
familiar into something unfamiliar. This process implies the use of creativity and the will
to illuminate the setting studied from different angles. To be concerned with the risk of
closeness and closure is crucial. Alvesson encourages concentrating on micro-anchoring
and rich descriptions, and not aim to cover broader areas in a thin way. Alvesson also
encourages working systematically with reflexivity, trying to change levels of
interpretation and looking into one’s own first interpretations in a metatheoretical way
(Alvesson 2003; Alvesson and Sköldberg 2000). Reflexivity implies working with
empirical material in a dynamic and flexible way, trying to question and reconsider
assumptions about what is studied, and attempting to avoid a simple theory/method
divide (Alvesson 2011).

Educational connoisseurship and educational criticism
In his early work, Elliot W. Eisner introduced ‘educational connoisseurship and
educational criticism’ as a productive method for evaluation in educational settings
(Eisner 1975, 1976). This approach is characterised by Gall, Gall and Borg as an
expertise-based approach (Gall, Gall, and Borg 2003, p. 568). Educational
connoisseurship and educational criticism combines the processes of the appreciation
of the qualities and the meaning of an educational program with criticism, which is
describing and evaluating what has been appreciated (Gall, Gall, and Borg 2003).
According to Eisner, educational research has been significantly influenced by the
natural sciences. As educational research has evolved, the aim has been to develop
theories and methods that would make educational practice scientific (Eisner 1975, p.

514

Making scholarship

1). In 1975, Eisner suggested a supplement to this approach and introduced educational
connoisseurship and educational criticism as a “ non-scientific approach to educational
evaluation” (Eisner 1975, p. 1).
Instead of a scientific paradigm as an entrance to educational evaluation, Eisner
wanted to start from an artistic point of view. The educational practice is complex and
unpredictable and it is difficult to control. By entering the educational setting as a
connoisseur, appreciation becomes the essential starting point. “Appreciation in this
context means not necessarily a liking or preference for what one has encountered, but
rather an awareness of its characteristics and qualities” (Eisner 1975, p. 6). Eisner
illustrates the connoisseur, using the cabinet-maker as an example. A central point is
that the present evaluation is formed by experiences from the past. When looking at a
cabinet, the cabinet-maker uses his craft expertise. “Knowing what to look for, being
able to recognize skill, form and imagination are some of the distinguishing traits of
connoisseurship” (Eisner 1975, p. 7). When it comes to criticism, Eisner describes this as
the art of disclosure. “It aims to lift the veils that keep the eyes from seeing by
providing the bridge needed by others to experience the qualities and relationships
within some arena of activity. In this sense criticism requires connoisseurship but
connoisseurship does not require the skills of criticism” (Eisner 1975, p. 4-5). DuninWoyseth and Nilsson (2012c) consider Eisner’s concept of educational connoisseurship
and educational criticism fruitful when studying ‘doctorateness’ in regard to
architecture and design practice.
Even though educational connoisseurship and educational criticism are rooted in a
research tradition other than ethnography, this approach may offer the selfethnographer some tools when trying to avoid the traps concerning closeness and
closure. The possibility to supplement self-ethnography with some of Eisner’s ideas in
regard to educational connoisseurship and educational criticism will be explored
further throughout the research project described in this paper.

Closing comments
‘Doctorateness’, concerned with analytical breadth and mastery of depth, is a
central concept in organised research education. With its origins in the traditional
academic disciplines, the concept challenges the practice-based fields. Creative work
and the making of artefacts rely on different approaches than conventional research,
and combining professional practice with academic standards can be daunting.
According to Dunin-Woyseth and Michl, it is important that the making professions
develop so that they can become independent disciplines– a ‘Making discipline’. It
implies that it is important to develop the professions both with regard to the
relevance of the profession, and at the same time, fulfil the criteria of science (DuninWoyseth and Michl 2001, p. 2).
The master program in Art and design education has for more than 35 years been
aiming to meet the academic standards at this level. As there were no parallels in the
university system, the program was developed without any established academic
tradition to rely. In this project, the master program will be the starting point for an
investigation of the concepts of ‘making scholarship’ and ‘doctorateness’. As the
project is in an early phase, the intention of this paper has been to introduce the field
of inquiry and self-ethnography as the research approach. Self-ethnography can be an
alternative when a researcher aims to study an organisation or a professional
community to which he or she is already a member. Even though there are some
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obvious challenges to consider when studying a cultural setting to which one belongs,
this position, giving ‘natural access’ to the object of study, can also be a valuable
resource.
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